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CHAPTER I
NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
There is an increasing concern in the curriculum of schools of
education concerning the proper placement of methods courses. These are
courses which have both practical and theoretical aspects that are
intended to enable a prospective teacher to become adept in classroom
situations
.
There is divergence of opinion between professors of methods
courses, students within their classes, and, possibly, teachers in the
field as to how these methods courses should be designed, what they
should include, and when they should be taught. Diversity manifested
itself in differing ways in the twentieth century with institutions
attempting different approaches (Stiles and others, 1960). Discontent
over the differing approaches to teacher education was the typical
reaction of leaders in the field as well as outside observers (Cottrell
and others, 1956; Bestor, 1953).
Many individuals and organizations concerned with the education
of teachers have begun to ask questions and undertake programs aimed at
attempting to solve some of the problems. The School of Education
of the City College of New York and the New York City Board of Education
undertook a program entitled the Intensive Teacher Training Program
(ITTP) . Their questions centered around, "... whether what teachers
want most to know is teachable at a college at all.
2Can lesson planning be taught in college? Should it be? Can what
to do on the first day on the job be taught (Leinwand
,
1968, p. 142)?"
(1968) asked if content in methods courses was as helpful
as originally anticipated. He also questioned the relationship between
methods courses and actual teaching, sensing that it might need
improvement
.
Willis (1968) also asked about the placement of methods courses,
noting that often they are dealt with as prerequisites while at other
times they are taken concurrently with practice teaching.
The problem might be summed up by a statement of the National
Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards of the
National Education Association in 1959.
Most groups agree ... school teachers
need more methods courses, but some disagreed.
One group thought that improvement could be
achieved by combining a study of teaching
methods and student teaching. There was
divergence of opinion on when to begin professional
courses; most groups agreed on the junior
year, but several urged early admission to
teaching majors, and particularly, early
teaching experiences (Hodenfield and Stinnett,
1961, p. 171)
.
Interested people have and are showing their concern with teacher
education. While there are many areas in teacher education in which
research needs to be undertaken, few seem to need greater emphasis
than the area of methods course instruction. It tends to be an
area of many approaches, few of which have been systematically
3researched. Some feel that one of the most satisfactory methods
for training teachers is to place them directly into the classroom
without specific prior instruction.
A significant number of people believe that practice
teaching is unnecessary in that an intelligent, liberally
educated individual, well grounded in the subject field,
is ready to embark upon teaching without a period of
practice urder guidance (Shaplin, 1962, p. 80).
There are many other approaches to teacher education. One
is a "competencies" approach. It is built upon the mastery of
certain techniques or "competencies" felt necessary for the satisfactory
education of teachers.
* Combs (1965) states that:
...the attempt to develop a teacher education
program based upon the 'competencies' approach runs
into some very knotty problems. In the first place,
it is a fallacy to assume that the methods of the
experts either can or should be taught directly to
beginners. It is seldom that we can determine what
should be for the beginner by examining what the
expert does well (pp. 4-5).
If what Combs (1965) states is true, it would be very difficult
to make a case for using the experience of the expert as the basis
for teaching methods courses. Combs (1965) is suggesting that some
of the expert's experience needs to be set aside and not utilized
at this point in the education of a teacher. He continues:
It simply does not follow that what is good for
the expert is good for the novice too! Nor is it true
that the way to become expert is to do what the expert
does
.
4Some of the methods used by the expert can only
be used because he is expert. Some methods cannot
even be comprehended without adequate prior experience.
One must grow to achieve them. The attempt to use
them without understanding may only serve to turn
the young teacher loose in the blackboard jungle
to fight for his life with inappropriate weapons
(p. 5).
In this foregoing passage, Combs (1965) feels that the student
should have classroom experience before he takes any methods courses.
He needs to know what goes on in a classroom before he will be able
to profit from what can be learned from methods courses.
Willis (1968) states:
... the idea that a teacher can learn to teach
by trial and error is widely accepted in all branches
of higher education except professional education.
What he may need to know about his students and
how they learn, about the process of teaching and
its purposes, can be learned on the job, and any
help someone more expert than he may give to him
in improving his teaching is incidental (p . 39).
Combs (1956) feels:
. . . the methods teachers use must fit the kinds
of people they are. An effective teacher must have
a stock of methods he may call upon as needed to
carry out his teaching duties. These may vary from
teacher to teacher and even from moment to moment.
But whatever their nature they must fit the situations
and purposes of the teacher and be appropriate for
the students with whom they are used (p . 23).
The methods, he thinks, must fit the person. The person should
not be required to fit the methods. They will come "naturally"
and the teacher will proceed to do that which is natural
to him.
5There is little necessity for him to become involved with any methods
courses or, for that matter, any allied areas either. Teaching,
he asserts, is simply the process of proceeding by nature to do
those things that are "felt,” by the teacher, to be correct. Such
philosophy negates the need for methods courses. Others like Melvin
(1952) state that:
. . . one of the most widespread errors commonly
held about teaching is that one who is in possession
of a large and lusty body of subject matter is equipped
to teach .... The error (here) lies in the false
belief that the learners whom he (the teacher) would
influence are ready for his teaching. He expects more
youths to be interested in the problems which concerned
him only after he himself had reached middle age (p . 133).
Statement of the Problem
In spite of the concern and interest placed upon this aspect
of teacher education, the literature shows little well planned and
implemented research on methods courses either in the present or
in the past (Gage, 1963; Ebel, 1969). Many schools of education
are attempting varied approaches, but they tend to neglect the
planning and documentation necessary for good research to take place.
Without accurate documentation, little can be learned which can
be systematically passed to others who might be able to further
use or develop it.
According to Dickson (1967)
,
Educational change in teacher education, as in
other fields, has three main components -innovation,
6evaluation, and dissemination. Much has been made
of the first and last components in various discussions
of teacher education, but little has been done con-
cerning the middle factor. The current concern for
innovation, change, and experimentation in education
has generally lessened the desire for serious evaluation of
what exists or has been innovated. Evaluation must
have equal place with the other areas of educational
change or the best and most useful of innovations
will stagnate in confusion unnecessarily compounded.
Evaluation demands interest in and action on the
question of whether teacher education ventures in
various settings achieve their desired objectives
and the extent of such achievement.
The obvious need for experimentation and
evaluation in teacher education must be so met that
needed future education directions — based on
scientific evidence, not conjecture — may be
identified (pp. 277-278).
Woodring (1965) in his discussion of the placement of methods
courses noted that some colleges begin the sequence of professional
courses in the freshmen year, some in the junior year, and some
after college graduation. He feels that there is no clear experimental
evidence that one produces better teachers than the others.
Ebel (1969) says:
Teacher education programs have been studied more
than researched. Innovations have tended to be
implemented and imitated with a minimum of evaluation.
Practices and procedures have evolved rather than
developed through controlled experimentation (p . 1414).
Thus the problem remains. There is extensive divergence of
opinion. What is the proper role of methods courses, and what is
the most satisfactory sequential placement of them in the teacher-
education program? Should they be taught before a student goes
7out to practice teach, or might they he of more value if taught during
the practice teaching experience? Might there be certain aspects
of these courses that would be more satisfactorily taught after
the student had experience in the classroom? Various combinations are
also possible. A ranking of some of these aspects alone and in groups
(related to the placement in the sequence of the teacher-education
curriculum) might lead to valuable insights into methods courses.
Significance of the Problem
Today’s public schools are facing ever increasing numbers of
students. More and more demands are being placed upon the teachers
in the schools. Knowledge and the demand for it are increasing.
It is necessary to fulfill these needs as expeditiously as possible.
Thus method tends to become tremendously important in many educators'
views. Melvin (1952), for example, states:
Subject matter is practically always in the wrong
form for teaching and learning. It must be recast,
reorganized, by learners. Consequently, the teacher is
absolutely compelled to forget ideas, knowledge, and
information, and persuade his pupils to do something.
This is the key to method. The teacher must somehow
prevail on his pupils to act. It is pupil acting that
will recast the subject matter and give it new life (p. 135).
If this is true, method takes upon itself an extremely important
position. Melvin (1952) feels that method becomes primary and is
served by content instead of content's being served by process (method).
The difference of opinion is blatantly obvious in this area.
Professors in schools of education tend to stress the significance
of methods procedures. Students in methods courses often leave
the impression that much of the time spent in the classroom is of
no great value. Cooperating teachers in the school systems in the
field probably fall somewhere between these two extremes in their
evaluation and concern about the placement of methods courses.
Hazard (1966) brings this into striking focus when he discusses
the program at Northwestern University.
The Tutorial and Clinical Program for Teacher
Education at Northwestern University rejects the
widely followed, yet soundly discredited, premise
that one can best learn how to teach by listening
to formal lectures or participating in systematic
discussions about education and its processes,
followed by a more or less artificial exposure,
primarily as an observer visitor under the guidance
of a supervisor who is a visitor also, to class-
room situations. Rather it endorses the view
that learning to teach requires active participation
in real classrooms under the guidance of real
teachers. It bases the professional development
of the teacher on the firsthand inductive development
of perceptions, the testing of hypothesis, and
the synthesis of generalizations. It seeks
to move from the real to the vicarious in contrast
to the usual reverse sequence in professional
education. It recognizes that this development
of professional skill in teaching is an artistic
and creative process, as well as one of scientific
scholarship, that demands a high level of personal
involvement. The acceptance of such conceptions
has produced drastic changes in policy making
procedures, staffing policies, programs and courses.
More importantly, changes are occurring both in the
quality of young people who are making the choice
of teaching and, as preliminary evidence suggests,
in the initial capabilities of the products of the
program (p . 271)
.
Lundy (1967) describes a program at Portland State College
(Oregon) where:
... a professional quarter (was) instituted during
the 1961-1962 academic year as an alternative to the study
of teaching methods in discrete courses. These students
participate in about one hundred hours of observation,
tutoring, small-group teaching, and teaching of the
entire class for brief periods of time. For them, episode
teaching is a faster, more rewarding, and more profitable
way to begin teaching; we think it may have merit for all
student teachers (p. 395).
Combs (1965) indicates that the schools and the students who
attend them might be working at cross purposes when it comes to
teacher education. He states;
The responsibility of the teacher-education program
is the development of professional workers, persons who
can be counted upon to act upon knowledge as well as to
have it. The dynamics involved in this difference between
knowing and behaving are often not well enough understood
(p. 26).
He continues:
Everyone is familiar from his own behavior with
the fact that there is considerable gap between
knowing and behaving. Most of us know a good deal better
than we behave. Possessing knowledge is no guarantee
that a person will use it. So, too, is there a
difference between the scholar (knower) and the practitioner
(behaver) . The education of the scholar is essentially
directed toward content: the acquisition, organization
and understanding of information. The goal of the
practitioner is the effective use of knowledge. For
the scholar, content is crucial. For the practitioner,
application is the heart of the task. (pp. 25-26).
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More difference of opinion can be seen in the following
summarization. In "Operation Fair Chance" at the Hayward Campus of the
California State Colleges, a new approach toward teacher education
is under study. According to Olsen (1968), it consists of an eight
day orientation, two weeks of community study, six weeks of Job
Corps participation, four weeks of school and community involvement,
eighteen weeks of supervised student teaching, and one week of
"summary sharing" (an interchange of ideas, etc. related to the
individual’s experiences).
In attempting to understand the validity or nonvalidity
of the divergence of opinions toward teacher-education, it would
be helpful to gather additional information from other sources.
Two such sources are obviously students in teacher-education institutions
and teachers practicing in the field. Better understanding might
be achieved if we knew their concerns regarding what, how, and
when the various aspects of methods courses should be covered. This
would give us more factual basis upon which to act. Some concrete
information about these varied perceptions needs to be gathered.
Are there specific aspects in methods course offerings that tend
to be classified, relative to their value, as being most satisfactorily
taught before, during, or after practice teaching? Might professors,
students, and cooperating teachers tend to feel similarly about
some of these areas? While the sophistication of the answers from
these groups might vary, would it not still be valuable information
Might there be a number of items that professors, students,to obtain?
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and cooperating teachers would feel were necessary to study before
practice teaching, and might these items rank themselves in relation
to the degree of importance as judged by these three groups? Might
this also be true in the other two areas of sequence: during and
after practice teaching.
Initial studies would probably not isolate definite orders
of ranking in or out of groups but might isolate groups of items
that would fall into categories. Such categories might suggest
alternative approaches to methods courses or might strengthen some
approaches presently in use.
If these alternatives were investigated, it seems that some approaches
to these courses would profit greatly from such information. Ultimately,
the student in the classroom would be the winner.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions will be used in this study.
The term "methods course (s_) " will be considered to be any or
all of those courses that deal either practically and/or philosophically
with the area(s) of teaching a subject or subjects. These courses
rest heavily upon the use of previously acquired content, but they
are not primarily concerned with its acquisition.
The term "stud ent teacher " will be used to delineate the student
at the University of Massachusetts School of Education who spends
the first eight weeks of his practice teaching semester in the classroom
learning approaches to teaching (methods courses) and having some
12
observation in the classroom where he will teach. The last eight
weeks of the semester he spends in a school taking part in the activities
of the classroom as a practice teacher.
The term " intern teacher " refers to that individual who is
placed in a teaching situation in a school system prior to taking
part in any methods course offerings. This area of study (methods
courses) is planned as an integral part of the teaching process,
and students attend classes in methods courses during the same semester
they are involved in the classroom as practice teachers.
In almost all cases these students are seniors at the University
of Massachusetts School of Education.
The term "cooperating teacher " refers to those teachers in
the field who accept either intern teachers or student teachers into
their classrooms for the purpose of helping these individuals to
develop into proficient classroom teachers.
The term "practice teaching " refers to all aspects of either
program (student teaching or intern teaching) that are primarily
involved in the actual teaching act that takes place in a normally
operating classroom in a regularly scheduled school system.
The term "ranking " refers to the relationship of the items
(as listed on the questionnaire in the Appendix) from most important
to least important.
The term "grouping " refers to those items that tend to cluster
around specified criteria (before practice teaching, during practice
teaching, or after practice teaching).
Objectives and Hypothesis of the Study
An attempt to gather information relating to the sequencing
of various aspects of methods courses will be undertaken.
It is expected that the data will enable changes, additions, and/or
deletions to be made to various programs in operation or under
consideration. Such indicators might enable schools of education
to be more successful in the training of teachers. Ultimately,
the benefits would be reaped by students in the public schools.
Stated in null form, it is hypothesized that:
1. Professors of methods courses, students
of methods courses, or cooperating teachers
will not classify specific aspects (as listed
on the questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed before practice teaching.
2. Professors of methods courses, students
of methods courses, or cooperating
teachers will not classify specific
aspects (as listed on the questionnaire)
as being most satisfactorily placed
during practice teaching.
3. Professors of methods courses, students
of methods courses, or cooperating
teachers will not classify specific
aspects (as listed on the questionnaire)
as being most satisfactorily placed
after practice teaching.
4. Professors of methods courses, students
of methods courses, or cooperating
teachers either singly and/or combined,
will not create a ranking of these
aspects (as listed on the questionnaire)
from those considered most important
to those considered least important.
14
Limitations of the Study
The following limitations will be applied to this study:
1. Student response to the questionnaire
will be limited to those students
doing practice teaching Spring Semester
1970 at the University of Massachusetts
School of Education.
2. Professor response will be limited to
those professors teaching methods
courses at the University of Massachusetts.
3. Cooperating teacher response will include
only teachers from those schools that
have University of Massachusetts School
of Education practice teachers in their
systems
.
4. The results of this study will only be
applicable at the University of
Massachusetts School of Education.
(Generalizations will be drawn from the
data for teacher education.)
5. Only those items on the questionnaire will be
eva luated
.
Approach of the Study
The execution of the study will entail a questionnaire (Appendix)
listing certain specified aspects of methods course offerings
as obtained from the related literature and information gathered
from informal interviex^s with professors and students at the University
of Massachusetts School of Education. No questions will be asked
about specific methods courses presently being taught at the University
of Massachusetts School of Education. Only those items listed on
the questionnaire will be evaluated and tested to ascertain if a ranking
15
from most Important to least Important exists. The questionnaire
will also gather information pertaining to placement along a time
continuum. This continuum will utilize a three-position scale.
A judgment will be made in regard to placing the specific item
(1) before practice teaching, (2) during practice teaching, or (3)
after practice teaching.
The questionnaire will also allow the subject to rank (on a Likert-
type scale) each item as to whether it is perceived as being (1)
of considerable value, (2) of some value, (3) of little value, or
(4) of no value.
The sample will be drawn from the students who are practice
teaching in the secondary schools during Spring Semester 1970 at the
University of Massachusetts School of Education.
A sample of cooperating teachers from several schools in the
field and professors of methods courses at the University of
Massachusetts will be requested to complete the questionnaire.
A request for comments will be made at the end of the questionnaire.
Each may respond in writing on the questionnaire if he desires.
The items on the questionnaires will be tabulated and ranked.
The questionnaires will be treated separately according to groups
(professors, students, and cooperating teachers), and a ranking
will be made for each group.
Responses will also be divided into additional groups before,
during, and after — student teaching, and again a ranking will be
made. This will be done with all groups combined and also with each
16
group treated individually.
Chapter XI deals with the related literature pertaining
to this study. Chapter III deals with the methodology of the
study, its compilations, statistics, etc. Chapter IV contains the
findings and a discussion of the study. The last chapter (Chapter V)
is concerned with summary, conclusions, and implications of the study.
These findings will be applied to the University of Massachusetts
School of Education Teacher-Education Program, and conclusions will
be drawn for teacher-education in general as the data permit.
CHAPTER II
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THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
An abundance of information regarding teacher education is
available. Its value, however, varies. As the field is narrowed to
methodology and the specific aspects of methodology, little
literature seems to be available. Many of the studies that are
available are so specific that it is difficult to draw or generalize
from them.
The expert faculties in teacher education institutions who are
able to design and carry out investigations are usually involved to
such an extent in teaching activities that they are unable to devote
the time and energy necessary to undertake such studies. This, however,
in no way diminishes their concern for the area of methodology.
Many of the studies that have been undertaken deal with some
segment of the relationship of theory and practice. Many programs
in teacher education seem to address this problem even though many
of them do not state it as an objective within the programs. Often
these programs are working with elements such as microteaching,
tutorials, strength training (experiences developed to help students
gain some insight into specific teaching situations), etc., expecting
to be able to understand some of the complexities of teacher education
and some possible methodological approaches to teaching. These
programs are attempting to help the student to comprehend better the
complex teaching situation and understand better how he, personally,
will fit into such an environment. These programs seem to be primarily
18
concerned with allowing the student to encounter some of the problems
of teaching in microcosm before he is faced with similar situations in
the field.
Let us now look specifically at methods courses. The literature
shows few studies that deal with methods courses generally. Most of
the studies are concerned with a specific type of method and often this
method is being applied to a specific subject (e.g., A Comparative
.Study of Two Methods
.
for Teaching Electricity and Magnetism with Fifth
Sixth Grade Children
,
A Comparison of Learnings b^ Elementary
Education Majors in Selected Physical Science Courses
,
A Comparison of
Four Methods of Presentation for Teaching Complex Technical Material)
.
While these studies add to the field, their applicability is limited.
The review of the literature revealed few studies that concerned
themselves with aspects that might be considered necessary to all general
methods courses. The studies made were of a more specific nature, or
they generally concerned themselves with the placement of the courses
within teacher-education programs rather than investigation of the
content of the individual courses.
For example, Beggs (1965) discusses two approaches presently being
studied. One concentrates all, or almost all, of the s tudent- teaching
and the related courses into a single semester or year. Psychology,
methodology, and student teaching are given to the student in a short
period of time so he can connect theory with practice and understand
how one complements the other.
He notes that, "At present there is no evidence that this practice
actually produces better teaching performance, although it does have
19
some obvious administrative and teaching advantage." (p . 43 )
Beggs (1965) discusses another departure from the traditional
pattern:
A second experiment that has received considerable
national attention is the growing practice of placing
the student in training in a school as an apprentice.
He learns the practicum of his profession on the job
under the watchful eyes of both the supervisors from
the training institution and the professional teachers
in the school. An attempt is made to synthesize his
experiences in a series of seminars with his supervisors
Here, he and his fellow apprentices engage in informal
discussions of problems, methods, and individual
progress. Not enough evidence is available to establish
any real superiority for this approach, but it appears
to have some definite merit (p. 43).
Yet another approach is offered by Amidon and Hunter (1966).
report that:
The new student teaching should be a creative,
fulfilling experience and at the same time provide for
critical analysis in order to make student teachers
and their supervisors scholars of teaching. It should
not be confined to a block of time at the end of the
senior year. It should range from simple observation,
to brief exposures with learners
,
to the development of
skills of discrete elements of the teaching act
(e.g., through micro teaching)
,
to analysis of personal
skills and insights, all the way to the teaching of
regular classes under the analytical eye of a professional
mentor. It should be a study of teaching in various
clinical situations. This new concept of student
teaching demands new arrangements, revised administrative
structures, and new systems of control. There needs to
be a new order in student teaching (p. 2).
Bosley (1969a) follows a trend toward basic change when he
They
states that:
20
If educators are sincere in their indictment
of current student teaching practices, they must be
prepared to open their minds to drastic new approaches.
New designs are being tested, and still more radical
proposals are being advanced for experimental and
inventive arrangements. Some bear little resemblance
to student teaching as we know it. Before a large
scale cooperative effort can prepare teachers for the
dynamically changing world of education that lies ahead,
new and revolutionary ideas must and will be tried (p. 121).
The clinical method described in the following excerpt is yet
another approach to teacher education. It allows close contact with
students in the classroom and attempts to individualize the programs.
If a student currently has a specific teaching skill, that skill is
strengthened. If he lacks a specific teaching skill, he is helped to
acquire it.
The intensified clinical core program consists
of clear-cut definitions of specific teaching skills,
techniques, and understandings. These are organized into
a set of priorities and sequences. The student then
goes about obtaining these skills. The program is
usually spread out over a longer period of time than
usual. All the student experiences are integrated
with reorganized course work, seminars, and group
discussions (Bosley, 1969a, p. 122).
The student-teaching center is designed to cooperate with a school
system or systems in which the students are provided with laboratory
experiences in teacher education. "In addition to educating children,
it (the center) takes on the task of preparing teachers (Bosley, 1969a,
p. 123)." The students are closely supervised and helped by several
professionals
.
As the teacher education center develops toward
its ultimate pattern, it conceivably could be established
21
as a teacher education institution possessing autonomous
characteristics serving the teacher education program.
Uhen this happens, many changes can be introduced
including microcourses on specific topics reinforced
by short direct experience assignments. Among other
things, this development may replace the typical
continuous block of time allocated to student teaching
(Bosley, 1969a, p. 124).
Many of these studies show a concern regarding the relationship of
theory and practice. The increase of programs that incorporate such
elements as microteaching, tutorials, and strength training hope to
develop insights that will allow the student to place theory against
practice. He then can make judgments for himself regarding the
relationship of theory to practice.
The practical research regarding this area is limited. There
are, however, some studies that add further information to this area.
Woodruff (1963) proposes that we begin by identifying a group
°f items common to teacher-education programs.
McPhie (1967) questions basic parts of programs that together are
commonly associated with teacher education. He questions one area
as follows:
What about the timing of experiences? Is there
a problem of readiness involved? The profession has
gone to great lengths to determine when children are
ready to read, understand chronology, and use abstractions,
etc. Perhaps teacher education students should be
examined in terms of discovering when they are ready
for what in education classes. If students appraise
education courses as "Mickey Mouse" in the face of
evidence to the contrary, maybe they are being given
something before they are ready for it. Obviously,
such readiness would be psychological rather than
physical or neurogical, but it may be a part of the
problem nevertheless (p. 322).
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The relationship of theory and practice is important in
determining the sequence of the experiences that the prospective
student teacher undergoes while preparing to become a teacher. The
various relationships of theory and practice that are possible become
significant in determining exactly how a specific program of teacher
education will be designed. Ibis relationship will determine the
over-all composition of the specific program including the how, the
what, and the when of its make-up. The sequencing of methods courses
alone includes a great many possibilities. Methods courses are generally
theoretical in nature. They tend to deal with intellectual concepts
that the student is expected to assimilate. After he assimilates these
concepts, he is expected to be able to apply them in his teaching.
Whether he can do this, or the extent to which he can accomplish this
task remains uncertain. Little practical research has been undertaken
m this area. However, a number of writers have offered insights into
the area through their writings.
John Dewey is one of the foremost among these educational
philosophers
.
Dewey (1904) brings much to bear on the relationship of
theory to practice in a discussion in which he states:
It is difficult if not impossible, to define the
proper relationship of theory and practice without a
preliminary discussion, respectively, (1) of the nature
and aim of theory, (2) of practice.
I shall assume without argument that adequate
professional instruction of teachers is not exclusively
theoretical, but involves a certain amount of practical
work. The primary question as to the latter is the aim
with which it shall be conducted. Two controlling
purposes may be intertwined so different from each
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other as radically to alter the amount, conditions, and
method of practice work. On one hand, we may carry on
the practical work with the object of giving teachersm training working command of the necessary tools of
their profession; control of the technique of class
instruction and management; skill and proficiency in the
work of teaching. With this aim in view, practice work
is, as far as it goes, of the nature of apprenticeship.
On the other hand, we may propose to use practical work
as an instrument in making real and vital theoretical
instruction; the knowledge of subject-matter and of
principles of education. This is the laboratory point
of view (p. 9).
One view aims at practicality — to form and equip the teacher
for the actual classroom. The other, as Dewey states it, "is to
supply the intellectual method and material of good workmanship, instead
of making on the spot, as it were, an efficient workman (p. 10)."
While these are not exclusive categories, there is a fundamental
difference in the concepts and execution of the two programs.
In tendering his argument for the "laboratory point of view,"
he cites the practice of other professional schools such as
architecture, engineering, medicine, law, etc. He cites such
professional schools as aiming "_at control of the intellectual methods
required for personal and independent mastery of practical skill,
rather than at turning out at once masters of the craft (p . 12)."
This approach has value, he believes, because (1) the schools have
only a limited time to complete their job, and (2) there is an
inability of the schools to furnish adequate conditions for the acquiring
and using of skill.
Practice teaching is carried out in such a protected atmosphere
that the student really does not have to take responsibility for his
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actions. In fact, most of his actions are so
little of consequence can possibly happen.
According to Dewey (1904)
:
closely controlled that
The would-be teacher has at some time or other toface and solve two problems, each extensive and seriousenough by itself to demand absorbing and undivided
attention. These two problems are:
1. Mastery of subject-matter from the standpoint
of its educational value and use; or, what is the same
ung, the mastery of educational principles in their
application to that subject-matter which is at once the
material of instruction and the basis of discipline and
control;
2. The mastery of the technique of class management
This does not mean that the tiro problems are in any
way isolated or independent. On the contrary, they are
strictly correlative. But the mind of a student cannot£ive e^ual attention to both at the s_ame time (p 13
The ability to correlate these two things is a task that often
takes a great deal of time and effort. It tends to become quite
natural to the experienced teacher. So natural, in fact, that it
is difficult for the experienced teacher to realize all the
difficulties that confront the average beginner. Most beginners become
caught up in the external actions that indicate that the student is
about the task he should be rather than being concerned with what the
mind is in actuality doing.
Another problem that has many implications in the relationship of
theory to practice is " the formation of habits of work which have an
empirical
, rather than a scientific sanction (p. 14) ." The student
often adjusts his behavior from moment to moment in relation to what
is happening in the immediate situation. He follows the example of
those more experienced or successful than he. His habits often become
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fixed with comparatively little reference to the principles of psychology,
logic, and history of education. We stress these latter areas in
teacher education. They are of significant value. Unfortunately, they
are not always applied to the actual teaching situation.
Dewey (1904) says that we have created an undesirable dualism.
"Theory and practice do not grow together out of and into the teacher's
Personal experience (p. 15).” He feels "that practical work should be
pursued primarily with reference to its reaction upon the professional
pupil in making him a thoughtful and alert student of education, rather
than to help him get immediate proficiency (p . 15)." Dewey would like
to produce students of teaching and not simply students who can teach.
In turning from the more practical to the theoretical side of the
argument, Dewey offers more information. He confines his discussion to
the area of psychology, since he believes it is typical of the whole
range of instruction in educational theory as such. Dewey feels that
these areas of education are not walled off from experience. The
student has a great deal of information that he brings with him into
the classroom and can apply to the theoretical base of the material
being studied. The student has spent much of his life learning, and he
can apply his experiences, with some help, to the theory that is being
presented in the classroom. Experiences should not be held separate.
The student needs to recognize that his past successes and failures
in school have proceeded according to the general theories of learning.
He is not a unique creature outside these laws. Nor is the theory of
learning restricted to the classroom. The student needs to see that it
is part of the total learning pattern that permeates his home, school,
community, etc.
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From this point, Dewey states that the student can become involved
m observing others (visiting classes) and further applying the theory
he is learning. He feels that the student should be interested in the
interaction of mind with mind — not simply with the outward control of
the class. Later he can proceed to this aspect of teaching. An
understanding of these things will enable the student to operate in
relation to the guidelines laid down by the theory and not simply
operate around a set of guidelines or rules.
One of Dewey's basic concerns with sequencing is centered around
educating the student in such a way that he is able to concern himself
with the internal workings of the minds of students in the classroom
rather than simply the external aspects they exhibit.
Dewey (1904) suggests the following:
At first, the practice school would be used mainly
for the purposes of observation. This observation,
moreover, would not be for the sake of seeing how good teachers
teach, or for getting "points" which may be employed in
one's own teaching, but to get material for psychological
observation and reflection, and some conception of the
educational movement of the school as a whole.
Secondly, there would then be more intimate
introduction to the lives of the children and the work
of the school through the use as assistants such students
as had already got psychological insight and a good
working acquaintance with educational problems.
Students at this stage would not undertake much direct
teaching, but would make themselves useful in helping the
regular class instructor.
. .
.
This kind of practical experience enables, in the third
place, the future teacher to make the transition from his
psychological and theoretical insight to the observation
of the more technical points of class teaching and
management ....
Fourthly, as far as students are prepared through their
work of assisting for more responsible work, they can be
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given actual teaching to do. Upon the basis that theprevious preparation has been adequate in subject-matter
in educational theory, and in the kind of observation andpractice already discussed, such practice teachers should
e given the maximum amount of liberty possible.... What
we want ... is not so much technical skill, as a realizing
sense in the teacher of what the educational development
o a subject means, and, in some typical sense, command of
a method of control, which will then serve as a standard
for self judgement in other cases.
Fifthly, if the practical conditions permit —
...
students who have gone through the stages already referred
to should be ready for work of the distinctly apprenticeship
type (pp. 26-28). F
Dewey suggests that these precede student teaching. This would
enable persons who are unfit for teaching (for any reason) to be
detected and counseled "before their cases have become institutionalized.
Brooks (1904), discussing the relationship of theory to practice,
stresses the point that in order for theory to become a part of one's
actions, it needs to be tested. A theory before it has been tested in
actual practice is not quite the same theory that it becomes after it
has been tested. Experience can greatly enrich any theoretical concept.
Brooks (1904) states that:
The point of danger to the student teacher is in the
inadequate time allowed for adjustment of practice and theory.
There should be leisure, during the term of practice
or afterward, for comparison and explanation of
experiences, and a fresh inspection of general
principles both of mental development and pedagogy (p . 32).
Kilpatrick (1963) reiterates some of these same concerns about the
relationship of theory to practice. He writes as follows:
Learning, the key constituent of education, must be
understood in behavioral terms. It is to be measured in
terms of its tendency so to stay with one as to re-enter
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appropriately' into further experience and behavior.
In order for anything to be thus genuinely learned
that thing must enter functionally, in its own true
character, into an actual life situation, a situation
which the learner himself feels he is living (p . 227).
Kilpatrick (1963) proposes a theory of learning as follows:
... it holds (i) that behaving is typically an
essential part of the learning process; (ii) that the
learning goes forward best, if not solely, in a situation
of concrete personal living; (iii) that the learning
comes from behaving, not from mere repetition of words
...;(iv) that the first application of the learning
comes, normally, within the experience in which the learning
takes place, in fact, that the learning comes typically
in order to carry on this experience (p . 238).
Kilpatrick (1936) states that the relationship of theory and
practice is constant. They are hardly separable, even if one would
desire to separate them. It views life as a process of continual
interaction between organism and its environment, and accordingly
understands both learning and thinking as instrumental aspects of
this process working inherently within it. This conception of
learning and thinking, in contrast with the older static view, is
essentially creative and dynamic as befits a plastic and changing
world (p . 22) . "
Gilbert Ryle (1962) also offers some interesting thoughts regarding
the relationship of theory and practice. He states that:
Efficient practice precedes the theory of it;
methodologies presuppose the application of methods, of
the crucial investigation of which they are the products.
It was because Aristotle found himself and others reasoning
now intellectually and now stupidly and it was because
Izaak Walton found himself and others angling sometimes
effectively and sometimes ineffectively that both were able
to the ^ r students the maxims and prescriptions
of thexr arts (p. 30). F
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He discusses the development and nature of theories:
Theorists have been so preoccupied with the tasks ofinvestigating the nature, the source and the credentials ofthe theories that we adopt that they have for the most partignored the question what it is for someone to know how toperform tasks. In ordinary life, on the contrary, as well
as in the special business of teaching, we are much more
concerned with people's competencies than with their cognitive
repertories, with the operations than with the truths thatthey learn. Indeed even when we are concerned with their
intellectual excellences and deficiencies, we are interested
less in the stocks of truths that they acquire and retain
then in their capacities to find out truths for themselves
and their ability to organize and exploit them when
discovered (p. 28).
Ryle (1962) attacks the concept that theory and practice are two
separate entities. He does not go along with those who support the
concept that, "an action exhibits intelligence, if, and only if, the
agent is thinking what he is doing while he is doing it, and thinking
what he is doing in such a manner that he would not do the action
so well if he were not thinking what he is doing (p . 29)."
He says that it is impossible for one to think out
his actions before he undertakes them. As he states it:
The crucial objective to the intellectualist legend (The
concept that one thinks out one's actions before performing
them.) is this. The consideration of propositions is itself
an operation the execution of which can be more or less intelligent,
less or more stupid. But if, for any operation to be intelligently
executed, a prior theoretical operation had first to be
performed and performed intelligently, it would be a logical
impossibility for anyone ever to break into the circle (p . 30).
As an example of this interrelationship of theory and practice
he uses the example of a clown.
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The cleverness of the clown may be exhibited in his
tripping and tumbling. He trips and tumbles just as clumsy
people do, except that he trips and tumbles on purpose and
after much rehearsal and at the golden moment and where the
children can see him and so as not to hurt himself.,..
The clown's trippings and tumblings are the workings
of his mind, for they are his jokes; but the visible similar
trippings and tumblings of a clumsy man are not the
workings of that man's mind. For he does not trip on
purpose. Tripping on purpose is both a bodily and mental
process of purposing to trip and, as an effect, another
process of tripping (p. 33).
Ryles' (1962) position in regard to the relationship of theory and
practice can be summed up in his own words. "Why are people so strongly
drawn to believe, in the face of their own daily experience, that the
intelligent execution of an operation must embody two processes, one
of doing and another of theorizing (p. 32)?"
These authors make a strong case for further developing the
integration of theory and practice than has been done up to the present.
Their suggestions are contrary to some things that are now being practiced
in teacher-education institutions. Many of these institutions seem to
operate on the assumption that methods (theory) should precede practice.
This is also implied by the design of most of the methodology texts
that are presently published. They tend to approach the subject from
the standpoint that the student has had little or no practical experience
in the classroom. This is contrary to the views presented by such
writers as Dewey, Kilpatrick, Brooks, Ryle, and others.
One of the major concerns expressed by these authors deals with
the placement of theory and practice. One of the questions that they
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specifically address concerns itself with where to place theory and
where to place practice. Should there be some practice encountered before
the theory is introduced, or should the theory be introduced before the
practice? A great many variables are connected with just this one
problem. One of the most obvious being the degree of understanding that
is possible when theory is studied before one has had any practical
experience. There is also the possibility that an interrelationship of
theory and practice is part of the answer. Theory and practice may
need to be covered simultaneously in order to obtain the maximum
benefit for the student. With only these three possible relationships
(prior theory, prior practice, or simultaneous theory and practice) being
considered, a great variety of options is possible. All of these
possibilities are of interest to those concerned with teacher education.
Many professors of methods courses seem to prefer to place theory
before practice, feeling that the practice that follows in a classroom
would be more beneficial if it had been preceded by theory. No studies
were found that dealt specifically with this aspect of theory and
practice. Therefore, it is difficult to determine if this is the case.
There is divergence of opinion expressed by methods professors
and the cooperating teachers in the field. Some cooperating teachers
feel that the materials covered in methods courses are frequently without
much practical value within the classroom. Many cooperating teachers feel
that the student might be just as successful if he were placed directly in
the classroom without the benefit of any previous methodology. Those
who promote this mode of operation seem to be suggesting that practice
should be undertaken before the theory of teaching is investigated. Again,
no studies were found that would allow us to support or reject such
a practice. As with the methods professors who many feel would promote
prior theory, the cooperating teachers are, by many, expected to promote
prior practice. Neither position can be supported or rejected with the
data available.
As one continues along the same line of reasoning, the practice
teachers are often placed in a position in which they are felt to judge
methods-course work as frequently of little value. Here again no studies
are able to support or deny such a position. Until methods professors,
cooperating teachers, and practice teachers have been studied, it is
quite impossible to place them in any specific position in regard to
their judgements relating to prior theory, prior practice, or simultaneous
theory and practice.
It is possible that the categories in which methods professors,
cooperating teachers, and practice teachers have frequently found
themselves have come about simply because professors of methods
courses deal primarily with the theoretical aspects and considerations
of teacher education. For this reason alone, many people may judge that
this is their chosen position and that they are not concerned with the
other relationships of theory and practice.
The same logic might be applied to cooperating teachers. They are
primarily concerned with the practical aspects of teaching. Therefore
they do not care to recognize other possible relationships of theory
to practice either. These positions would be difficult to support or
deny with the data presently available.
If such reasoning is valid, it is expected that the practice
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teacners divided into the two groups composed of student teachers (taking
prior theory) and intern teachers (taking simultaneous theory and practice)
would support their respective programs. The practice teachers could be
expected to align themselves with the methods professors and judge that
prior theory is of great importance. The intern teachers, who receive
their theory at the same time that they are doing their practice
teaching, could be expected to support a simultaneous presentation of
theory with practice.
It would follow that a practice teacher who was placed directly into
a classroom before having had any theory would tend to judge methodology
best placed after practice teaching, if that was the order in which
he encountered the sequencing of his practice and theory. No data
presently available will support the validity or nonvalidity of such
positions
.
If these categories do in reality exist, they seem to have come
about without having had any conscious investigations made of them. It
seems that these categories have become established without any previous
concern for their validity or reliability. It needs to be determined if
these categories do exist and, if so, the extent to which they do exist.
Otherwise, judgments about methods professors, cooperating teachers, and
practice teachers concerning their judgments about the relationship of
theory to practice may be inaccurate. This concern about the
best placement of theory and practice remains a primary one.
In addition, the area of theory and its relationship to practice
is obviously an extremely complex one. There are a great many variables
that need to be taken into account. While it is impossible to control
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all these variables. It should be possible to gain from studies that
attempt to control some of them.
The methodological textbooks tend to imply that theory should
precede practice. Dewey, among others, suggests that they must be
interrelated. There is obviously a difference of opinion regarding this
relationship of theory and practice. This important area deserves
extensive research.
Among the people who can offer knowledge and insight regarding the
relationship of theory and practice pertaining to the various aspects of
methodology are, obviously, the professional educators in teacher
education programs, the cooperating teachers, and the practice teachers
in these programs. The philosophers writing about educational problems
have presented many ideas, theories, and concepts that need to be
investigated under conditions as they actually exist in the schools. The
information that could be gathered by such studies would be of great
help to teacher education. If the groups concerned with teacher
education (e.g., professors of education, cooperating teachers, and
teacher-education students) could be placed in a situation in which they
could freely exchange ideas and discuss their collective problems,
improvements in teacher education are apt to result. Their experience
in the field in relation to the sequencing of methodological concepts
might allow us to evaluate the writings of the educational philosophers
and others. Such an interchange of ideas and experiences would allow
everyone to learn, more fully understand each other’s problems, and
make the necessary changes in teacher education as they evidenced
themselves
.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Chapter III is concerned with gathering and interpreting the
data obtained from the sample groups.
The primary objective of this study was to obtain data relating
to some of the materials covered in general methods courses.
Information was obtained from student teachers, intern teachers,
cooperating teachers in the field, and professors of methods courses
at the University of Massachusetts. A questionnaire listing thirty-five
specific items to be tested was used to gather this information. These
questionnaire items were compiled and placed on tables for interpretation.
Inferences were drawn from the raw data and from the results of the
statistical interpretations.
The Sample
l
The sampling technique varied slightly for each group included
in the study.
The sample of practice teachers (intern teachers and student
teachers) was drawn from those students attending the Massachusetts
Teacher Certification meeting held on the campus on April 16, 1970.
This meeting was voluntary and open to all students desiring
Massachusetts certification forms and/or certification information.
All secondary education majors attending received the questionnaire
and were asked to complete it and return it upon leaving the meeting.
(Approximately 72% of the questionnaires were returned at the end
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of the meeting.)
An additional sample of practice teachers was drawn from those
not attending the meeting. This sample was used to judge the
representative nature of the initial sample. This sample helped to
ascertain that the primary sample represented the total population
and not just the sample itself. This sample was included in the tables
and treated as the other groups were treated. This sample was drawn
from a methods class given during the same time period that the other
samples were drawn. All students in this class who did not attend the
teacher certification meeting were requested to complete and return the
questionnaire during the class period.
The sample of cooperating teachers was drawn from three schools
in western Massachusetts. Each of the faculty members from these
schools was asked to take, complete, and return a questionnaire.
In all cases, a person familiar with the questionnaire administered
it. Advance arrangements were made with the administration of the
school concerned for permission to conduct the survey and a time in which
to administer the instrument. In all cases a period of time was set
aside at the beginning of a regularly scheduled faculty meeting. (More
than 95% of the faculties receiving the questionnaire completed it.)
All professors who taught a methods course, whether in the
School of Education or in another department or school of the
University, received the questionnaire and were asked to complete
it and return it via the campus mail system in an accompanying
envelope. These questionnaires were delivered to the professors
personally
.
37
The Questionnaire
Information can be obtained in a variety of ways. It can be
sifted from information that has been previously gathered and compiled
by others for different studies or studies similar to the one bein*
researched. The use of a questionnaire for gathering information has
certain limitations. The respondent may not understand the items on
the questionnaire or will not ask for clarification. He may also
wish to introduce certain qualifications to his responses. In
addition, certain individuals simply do not like to complete paper
and pencil questionnaires. These limitations are part of such a
data-gathering device.
A check-type of questionnaire was chosen for reasons of efficiency
of information-gathering and the ease with which respondents would be
able to reply to the specific items contained on such a questionnaire.
The questionnaire (Appendix) was adapted primarily from items
discussed in Chapter X, "Modern Teaching Methods," of Education
Ameri can Society by Tyrus Hillway (1961) . It was cross-referenced
with several other educational methods texts dealing with numerous
aspects of methodology. These texts are currently in use in methods
course instruction in teacher education programs in many of the
colleges and universities of the United States, (e.g., Butler, 1962;
Rivlin, 1961; Fraiser and West, 1961; Grambs, Iverson, and Patterson,
1958)
.
Almost any general methods textbook could have been used to
begin the development of the list of questionnaire items. A great
38
deal of valuable information is included in a variety of tests. Each
does, however, often arrange it differently and stress certain aspects
more than others. In developing the list of items, the expertise
of these authors was used. In addition, the expertise of methods
professors at the University of Massachusetts was also used.
Hillway (1961) states that the plan for his textbook
”... developed out of the author’s long experience as a high school
teacher, guidance director, college dean and president, and professor
of education.... A great many of the students with whom he has worked
in recent years have contributed valuable suggestions for the general
structure of this book, and their particular need as future teachers
m American schools and colleges have served the author as his principal
guide m determining the subject matter to be presented here (p. xiii)."
The Fraiser-West (1961) textbook bases its content "... on the
needs of the prospective and beginning teacher. Materials to help
him identify with the teacher’s role, orient him to the field, and
introduce him to specific methods and procedures
... (p . iii)." They
note that the development of the test also drew on their experience
in the classroom, the supervising of student teachers, and programs
of in-service education.
Many of the other texts offer reasoning similar to the reasons
cited above for the inclusion of the materials in their textbooks.
These authors comprise a wealth of experience, expertise, and information
that can be applied to the development of a questionnaire such as the
one used in this study. It was through the expertise of these authors
and the professors at the University of Massachusetts School of
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Education that the questionnaire was developed. It does not purport
to cover all the aspects of methodology. Some texts cover a great
deal of material in less depth, while other texts encompass less
material but place greater emphasis on studying it in depth. The
questionnaire contains thirty-five items. These are items that were
included by the authors in many of their texts. Some texts attempt to
cover all, or almost all, of the items, while others cover only a portion
of them. This depends upon the orientation of the author and what he
is attempting to accomplish. It is felt, though, that the questionnaire
is representative of the materials included in such courses.
The questionnaire was designed for simplicity for the respondent.
He was able to concentrate on the individual items. He did not have
to use both a question sheet and an answer sheet when completing the
questionnaire, thus minimizing the opportunities for incorrect responses
to be placed on the questionnaire.
Page one of the questionnaire introduced and explained the study.
The response categories were listed and described. Words were defined.
When necessary, a covering letter was included with the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was administered by a person familiar with the
study. He was able to administer and collect the instrument and
answer questions. The only exception to this procedure was with the
professors of methods courses. After they had received the
questionnaire, they completed it and returned it via the campus mail
system.
The first part of the questionnaire gathered some general
information about the respondent. A check mark or brief statement was
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all that was required for answering these questions or In responding
to the body of the questionnaire. All categories were repeated under
each item.
The questionnaire was unsigned perhaps thus ensuring more honest
responses
.
The categories used were of two types. One was a Likert-type
(agreement or disagreement) response category. In this study a four-
position, forced-choice scale was used,. This required each respondent
to make a choice that could be categorized, since no neutral position
was available. Each questionnaire item required either agreement
or disagreement on the part of the respondent. This allowed all
items to be categorized.
Many types of scales used to collect information from questionnaires
(etc.) have certain advantages and disadvantages. In evaluating the
choice, it was decided that a forced-choice scoring scale would obtain
the information desired, and, at the same time, the advantages of such
a scoring device were not sufficient to cause it to be discarded.
Foi ced—choice rating scales are relatively new. They date from
World War II. A forced-choice scale tends to cause the subject
to consider each item at hand. He is more apt to make a considered
judgment. With a neutral category, it is easy for the subject to
check this category and thus dismiss the item. With a forced-choice
form, it can not be that easily dismissed. A neutral or uncertain
category can be disadvantageous, in addition, in that it tends to be
a difficult category to define. Some subjects tend to treat it as a
very narrow category, while others tend to feel it is quite broad. Two
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of the disadvantages associated with a forced-choice scale are negligible
in this study. If the subject's personality or ego is directly concerned
forced-choice scales will often yield inaccurate results. Also,
some bias may be introduced if the subject answers to please. Both
of these disadvantages tend to be eliminated when the questionnaires
are anonymous. Further discussion of such scales is contained in
Thorndike and Hagen (1969) and Cronback (1949).
The second type of response was simply to indicate the time
the respondent perceived as being most satisfactory for the introduction
of each specific item. He checked before, during, or after practice
teaching.
Organization of the Data
The total number of responses to each individual category under
each item on the questionnaire indicated the agreement or
disagreement with each item. The higher the total score, the higher
the degree of agreement. The lower the total score, the lower the
degree of agreement with each specific item listed. These totals
were combined for each individual group. These groups included
student teachers, intern teachers, cooperating teachers, and professors
of methods courses. Each group was evaluated to ascertain if it
created a specific rank order. It was also evaluated to ascertain
if the items on the questionnaire tended to fall into groups that
could best be dealt with before practice teaching, during practice
teaching, or after practice teaching. The figures were interpreted
individually for groups and then for all groups combined.
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This evaluation correlated the samples of student teachers,
intern teachers, cooperating teachers, and professors of methods
courses with each of the other groups. The Chi Square coefficient
of correlation was used, and nonparametric statistics were utilized.
Siegel (1956) sums up the reasoning for using such nonparametric
techniques for hypothesis testing when he says:
I believe that the nonparametric techniques ofhypothesis testing are uniquely suited to the data
of the behavioral sciences. The two alternative
names which are frequently given to these tests suggest
two reasons for this suitability. The tests are often
called "distribution-free," one of their primary meritsbeing that they do not assume that the scores under
analysis were drawn from a population distributed in
a certain way, e.g.
,
for a normally distributed
population. Alternatively, many of these tests are
identified as ’ranking tests,’ and this title suggests
their other principal merit: nonparametric techniques
may be used with scores which are not exact in any
numerical sense, but which in effect are simply ranks.
A third advantage of these techniques, of course, is
their usefulness with small samples. A feature
which should be helpful to the researcher collecting
study data and to the researcher whose samples
must be small because of their very nature (e.g.
,
samples of persons with a rare form of mental illness,
or samples of cultures) (p. vii) .
The use of such nonparametric techniques enabled inferences
to be drawn irom the data collected. Agreement or disagreement was
determined.
Some information was available through examination of the raw
data as they were placed on tables where they could be directly compared
with similar data compiled from the other groups included in the study.
Since the data were free from statistical error, as they were encountered
in the use of parametric statistics, the information could be directly
A3
compared from group to group. Ihe Chi Square teat of correlation did
not effect the raw data.
The items were ranked for each individual group and for all
groups combined to determine if a relative rank order did exist for
any and/or all of the groups. This ranking was determined through
the frequency of responses to the items contained on the questionnaire.
The larger samples contained by some of the groups included in the
survey enabled ranking to be done with few or no tie items. In the
case of the smaller samples, ties were more frequent. An attempt
was made to break these ties by evaluating the tallies for the other
categories under each item. Those that could not be broken remain
as tied items.
Each of the rankings was placed on a table in such a manner
that one could be easily compared with another. Certain conclusions
and inferences were drawn in relation to individual placement and to
composite placement as well as to the relationships with each other.
It was possible to make tentative predictions from this
information. The rank order is at this point, however, only a position
given it by the perceptions of the individuals included in the samples.
In the evaluation of the judgments made by each respondent in
regard to the placement of the thirty-five specific items either before,
during, or after practice teaching, a table of the percentages of each
individual group (student teachers, intern teachers, student validation
sample, cooperating teachers, and professors of methods courses)
responding was made. They were placed side by side on a table to
enable direct comparisons to be made among groups. These figures
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were broken down into items and categories
.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Chapter IV deals with the analysis and the interpretation
of the data.
The hypotheses to be tested were (as stated in null form):
1. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed before practice teaching.
2. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed during practice teaching.
3. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed after practice teaching.
4. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers either
singly and/or combined will not agree on a ranking
of these aspects (as listed on the questionnaire)
from those considered most important to those
considered least important.
It has been concluded from the analysis of the data included in
the survey that:
1. Hypothesis //I was rejected. There was
agreement on items judged best placed "before
practice teaching."
2. Hypothesis if 2 was also rejected. Again there
was agreement on the items judged best placed
"during practice teaching."
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3. Hypothesis #3 remains substantiated. There
was no general agreement on items that werejudged best placed "after practice teaching."
4. Hypothesis #4 was rejected. A rankingboth individual groups and for a composite
the groups does exist.
for
of
Sample Responses
The sample of student teachers and intern teachers was drawn
from those attending a Massachusetts teacher certification meeting
on the campus on April 16, 1970. The secondary education majors who
attended the meeting were asked to complete and return the questionnaire
before they left the meeting. Seventy-one questionnaires comprised the
sample. Of the questionnaires returned, thirty-two were from student
teachers and thirty-nine were from students taking part in intern
teaching programs. The total population of all students completing
practice teaching during the spring Semester 1970 at the University of
Massachusetts was 213 students. This includes only those students
involved in secondary education. Of those 213 students, seventy-four were
classified as undergoing their practice teaching as student teachers.
The remaining 139 students were classified as undergoing their
practice teaching as intern teachers.
The sampling procedure for practice teachers as described above
included approximately 44% of the student teachers and 26% of the
intern teachers undergoing their practice teaching at the University
of Massachusetts School of Education.
From the sample of professors teaching methods courses, a total
of ten questionnaires was returned. This was a percentage return of
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51.6%.
The faculties of the schools used in the sample of cooperating
teachers included 144 teachers. This sample included secondary
school teachers from three different school systems. The return from
these schools included more than 80% of the faculties teaching in them.
The questionnaires were given out and collected at a general faculty
meeting held at each school. No faculty member was pressured into
completing the questionnaire. Most teachers were helpful and interested
in the study.
Comparisons of Practice Teachers and Validation Sample
A verification sample of practice teachers was included in the
study. This was done to determine if the sampling process used with
practice teachers contained any sampling error. It was necessary to
determine if the group that attended the Massachusetts certification
meeting was representative of the population as a whole. Thus a
sample of practice teachers was drawn from those not attending the
certification meeting. This sample was compared with the primary
sample of practice teachers.
The process used to compare these two groups involved the Chi
Square correlation coefficient of two independent samples. As the
major objective was to compare the verification sample with the total
sample of both the student teachers and the intern teachers, these
latter two groups were combined into a unit and then compared with
the validation sample. Both the sample of practice teachers and
the validation sample of practice teachers were cast into a two-by-two
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matrix for reasons stated by Siegel (1956). This approach was used to
gain simplicity and efficiency. With nonparametric statistics, this is
possible without compromising the validity of the data gained from the
survey. In addition, it was necessary to fulfill some of the requirements
for the computation of a valid Chi Square on the raw data.
In computing the correlation of the practice teacher sample with
the verification sample of practice teachers, the following hypothesis
was tested.
There is no significant relationship among the
responses obtained from the sample of practice
teachers (composed of student teachers and
intern teachers) and the responses obtained
from the verification sample of the practice
teachers who were not represented at the
teacher certification meeting at the
University of Massachusetts on April 16, 1970.
In order for the null hypothesis to be rejected, it is necessary
to have a Chi Square value of less than 3.84 at the .05 level of
significance
. A Chi Square value of less than 5.41 would be necessary
to reject the null hypothesis at the .02 level of significance.
The Chi Square correlations are included in Table 1 on page 49.
The items, as contained on the questionnaire, are listed and numbered
as they appeared on the questionnaire. The Chi Square value as
computed is listed opposite the item number as it appeared on the
questionnaire
.
As can be ascertained from reference to Table 1 (p. 49), only
two items tended to indicate that the samples were from differing
populations (at the .05 level of statistical significance) . These
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TABLE 1
CHI SQUARES OF PRACTICE TEACHER
SAMPLE OF PRACTICE
SAMPLE AND
TEACHERS
VERIFICATION
Item Chi Square Item Chi Square
1 .
.2705 19. 1.2801
2. 4.198 20. 3.4442
3.
.0398 21. 1.1695
4.
.3034 22.
.0000
5.
.8337 23.
.0000
6.
.2656 24. 1.4989
7. 1.2119 25.
.0838
8. .1225 26. 4.3871
9. 1.0342 27. 2.0727
10.
.1362 28. 1.3023
11. 3.0041 29. 3.6976
12. .0000 30. 1.1893
13. .0283 31. .0000
14. 1.0017 32. .1431
15. 3.5116 33. .0000
16. .1389 34. .1515
17. .2260 35. .1614
18. 1.2193
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were the items numbered 2 and 6. Item #2 is concerned with knowledge
of how students learn, and Item #6 is concerned with rewarding-
achievement. At the .02 level of statistical significance, the null
hypothesis must be rejected in all cases. It is evident that the
samples are related, since the Chi Square values obtained cause us to
reject the null hypothesis.
It is significant to note that in certain cases the correlation
obtained between the two samples is zero. (A Chi Square value of
zero indicates 100% correlation.) In nineteen of the thirty-five
cases, the Chi Square value obtained by the computation is significant
at the .05 level of significance.
We may now proceed to evaluate the major hypothesis of this
study
.
Hypothesis Related to Timing of Aspects
1. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed before practice teaching.
2. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed during practice teaching.
3. Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed after practice teaching.
Table 2 will be found on page 52. It includes the perceptions
51
of sequencing for the thirty-five items inciuded on the questionnaire.
These perceptions are given in percentage figures for each of the groups
of the sample (professors of methods courses, student teachers, intern
teachers, the validation sample of practice teachers, and cooperating
teachers). These percentages were computed from the raw data that
made up each group, and since the techniques were nonparametric, the
groups can be directly compared with one another.
Table 3 found on page 64, Table 4 on page 66, and Table 5
on page 68 indicate, by an "X" placed after each individual item
as listed on the questionnaire, the individual’s perceptions about
sequencing either before practice teaching (Table 3), during
practice teaching (Table 4), or after practice teaching (Table 5).
They are so compiled that direct comparisons of the individual groups
can be made.
In those cases in which there were two or three identical
percentage figures after a single item under one group within a sample,
the item was placed in two or three categories (before, during, or after
practice teaching)
. This enabled the items to be placed in more than
one category if a tie existed within the percentage figures of any
single group.
The majority of each of the sample groups judged that the
following items would be best placed before practice teaching:
PERCEPTIONS
OF
SEQUENCING
(In
percentages)
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1. Techniques of motivation
2. Knowledge of how students learn
24. Knowledge of and ability to use audio-visual aids, etc.
30. Knowledge of basic subject matter
31. Knowledge of related subject matter
32. Ability to communicate successfully
35. Knowledge of a variety of methodological approaches
The majority of the groups sampled judged the following items
best placed during practice teaching:
3. Understanding students
5. Recognizing achievement
6. Rewarding achievement
10. Implementing a variety of approaches to subject matter
12. Relating effectively to students
15. Businesslike following of teacher objectives
19. Stating instructions clearly and concisely
20. Maintaining self-control
22. Discovering the basis of problems (not just their effects)
23. Acknowledging students as individuals
28. Rapport with other faculty
29. Rapport with administration
No items were judged by the majority of the groups to be
best placed after practice teaching.
In the category "during practice teaching," the items judged to
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be included deal with students, school personnel, and subject matter
implications. These items are:
3. Understanding students
5. Recognizing achievement
6. Rewarding achievement
10. Implementing a variety of approaches to the subject matter
12. Relating effectively to students
15. Businesslike following of teacher objectives
19. Stating instructions clearly and concisely
20. Maintaining self-control
22. Discovering the basis of problems (not just their effects)
23. Acknowledging students as individuals
28. Rapport with other faculty
29. Rapport with administration
The following items did not categorize themselves as being best
placed either before, during, or after practice teaching by the majority
of each and all the groups included in the sample. Included were
sixteen of the thirty-five items or a percentage of 45.7. By consensus
the groups categorized 54.3% of the thirty-five items. The items in
disagreement are usually agreed upon by all but one or two of the five
groups in the sample. These items were:
4. Adapting learning materials to students
7.
Designing clear, detailed outlines of material to be
taught
8.
Setting and evaluating goals
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9
.
11
.
13.
14.
16.
17.
18.
21
.
25.
26.
27.
32.
34.
Evaluating effectiveness of various methods ofinstruction
Acquaintance with journals in the subject field
Delegating responsibility to students
Setting teacher objectives for the instruction process
Simplifying all routine and minor matters
Placing learning activities first over items that canbe taken care of outside the classroom
Planning well in advance
Effective coping and/or dealing with discipline problems
Understanding and using research
Effective use of test instruments
Keeping records
Knowledge of new instructional materials and projects
Maturity to support one’s own beliefs and convictions
The points of disagreement can be individually ascertained by
referring to Tables 2
, 3, 4, and 5 on pages 52, 64, 66, and 68
respectively
.
Individually Item #4 (Adapting learning materials to students )
is agreed upon by all groups but the intern teachers and the validation
sample to be best placed before student teaching. The logic of both
views is easy to comprehend. It is possible that the agreement
on how to treat this problem would be to include it in both time
periods (before and during practice teaching)
.
Item //7 (Designing clear
,
detailed outlines of material to be
taught ) seems to indicate that students and cooperating teachers place
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more value upon outlines than do professors of methods courses. All
but the latter group either placed it or tied it for placement before
practice teaching. The professors of methods courses placed it after
practice teaching.
Item //8 (Setting and evaluating goals) is felt by methods
professors to be equally important in all three time categories.
Student teachers, intern teachers, and cooperating teachers felt it
might be placed during practice teaching, while the validation sample
strongly feels it belongs before practice teaching.
Item #9 (Evaluating effectiveness of various method s of
instruction) is placed during practice teaching by all groups except
the professors of methods courses. The percentage figures dividing
the methods professors from choosing the period during practice
teaching (37.5%) and the period after practice teaching (43.8%) is
not of significant magnitude to suggest that there is not general
agreement on placing Item //9 during practice teaching.
Item #11 (Acquaintance with j ournals in the sub j ect field) finds
its responses spread throughout the time—sequence categories. The
data at this point tend to indicate that there is no discernible
agreement on this item.
Item #13 (Delegating responsibility to students ) finds most of
its responses placed during student teaching. Professors of methods
courses are in disagreement as to whether it is best placed during or
after practice teaching.
Item #14 ( Setting teacher obj ectives for the instruction process )
is placed by all groups except the intern teachers as best being
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introduced before practice teaching. As Table 2 (p. 52) indicates,
the percentage difference is not great enough to draw any definite
conclusions
.
Item #16 (StaEHfying all routine and minor matters ) finds itself
Placed during practice teaching by all groups but the professors of
methods courses who place it after practice teaching.
Item #17 (Placing learning activities first over items that can
be taken care of outside the classroom ) finds itself in the same
category as Item #16.
Item #18 (Planning well in advance ) is also in the same category
as Items #16 and #17, except that the cooperating teachers agree with
the professors of methods courses in placing it after practice
teaching
.
Item #21 (Effe c tive coprng and/or dealing with discipline problems)
is placed before practice teaching except by the student validation
sample
.
Item #25 (Understanding and using research) finds itself
divided among all three categories
.
Item #26 (Effective use of tes t instruments) is also divided
among all three categories.
Item #27 (Keeping records ) is placed during student teaching by
all groups except the professors of methods courses.
Item # 32. (Knowledge, of new instructional materials and projects)
is placed in all three categories by one or more of the groups.
Item #34 (Maturity to support one 's own beliefs and convictions)
is spread throughout the three categories
.
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In many of the items listed above, it appears professors of
methods courses place many of the routine and so-called bookkeeping
items out of the category entitled "during practice teaching."
Evaluation of the Hypotheses
From the analysis of the data. Hypothesis 1, which states:
Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed before practice teaching,
is rejected, since there are seven items (20%) that have been
judged by a majority of each group to be placed in this category.
The groups do agree that there are certain items that are best
placed before practice teaching.
Also from the analysis of the data, Hypothesis 2, which states,
Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed during practice teaching,
is rejected. In this category twelve items were placed by a majority
of each group included in the survey. This included 34.3% of the
questionnaire items. Again, the groups included in the sample do
agree that certain questionnaire items can best be introduced during
practice teaching.
Hypothesis 3 states,
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Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, or cooperating teachers will
not classify specific aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) as being most satisfactorily
placed after practice teaching.
The data received from the groups in the sample showed no
general agreement upon placement of specific questionnaire items
in this category (after practice teaching). As can be noted from the
figures contained on Table 5 (p. 68), only two items received more
than one check in this category from a majority of the individuals
included in the sample. (These items received checks from only two
groups.) Hypothesis 3 is therefore supported.
Hypothesis 4 states,
Professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, oor cooperating teachers either
singly and/or combined will not agree on a
ranking of these aspects (as listed on the
questionnaire) from those considered most
important to those considered least important.
In order to compare rankings, agreement between groups needed
to be determined. A multiple correlation was used to determine
agreement or disagreement. This was the Chi Square test for k
independent samples.
As in the correlation of the practice teachers ’ sample composed
of student teachers and intern teachers, and the verification sample
of practice teachers, categories were combined to create cells for
a two-by-four matrix using the guidelines offered by Siegel (1956,
page 109). Two-by-four tables were constructed. They included
the raw data for the professors of methods courses, student teachers,
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lesis
ions
intern teachers, and cooperating teachers. The verification sa„,ple
of practice teachers was not included.
A multiple correlation as the first computation performed would
show agreement or disagreement among all groups in the survey. It
was an expeditious method used to determine the validity of Hypoth<
4 (1 ' e ” the Sa"'ple from each SrouP I" the survey comes from the
same population)
.
To determine the multiple correlation of the combined groups,
all items were tallied from the questionnaire and placed on Table 6
(p. 78). The student validation sample is included to allow comparis<
to be made with it fob each and every other group in the survey.
Cells were combined to increase validity when the correlation
tables for the groups were set up. Table 6 (p. 78) shows that many of
the items received responses that indicated no major disagreement
between groups. Respondents agreed or strongly agreed. No case was
noted m which there was a position of disagreeing or disagreeing
strongly with any single item. The Chi Square coefficient of correlation
deals with agreement in regard to categories
. These could be positive
and/or negative in direction. Chi Square will show agreement in
position or direction
.
At the .02 level of significance only seven of the questionnaire
items were rejected (Table 7, p. 84). These items were:
14. Setting teacher objectives for the instruction process
15. Businesslike following of teacher objectives
17. Placing learning activities first over items that
can be taken care of outside the classroom
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TABLE 7
MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS (CHI SQUARE)
PROFESSORS, STUDENT TEACHERS, INTERN
COOPERATING TEACHERS
OF METHODS
TEACHERS AND
Item Chi Square Value Item Chi Square ^
1
. 6.6159 19. 1.6934
2. 6.6072 20. 1.0548
3. 2.5704 21. 1.6231
4. 2.6297 22.
.6508
5. 2.4258 23. 1.4846
6. 7.4453 24. 7.9133
7. 6.2557 25.
.9638
8. 3.3599 26. 7.8749
9. 2.1995 27. 5.9787
10. .3993 28. 3.2023
11. 7.5476 29. 11.1627
12. 2.6542 30. 1.4977
13. 2.9322 31. 6.2446
14. 26.2266 32. 6.8275
13. 27.9998 33. 3.6670
16. 2.1824 34. 4.4019
17. 9.2257 35. 11.6535
18. 3.2768
24.
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Knowledge of and ability to use audio-visual aids, etc.
26. Effective use of test instruments
29. Rapport with administration
35. Knowledge of a variety of methodological approaches
Further analysis of these items will be made in the section of
the chapter that deals with the comparisons of Hypotheses 1, 2, and
3 with Hypothesis 4.
Analysis of the Chi correlations caused us to reject Hypothesis 4
which states,
There is no significant relationship among the
groups included in the sample (professors of
methods courses, student teachers, intern
teachers, and cooperating teachers) regarding
the value perceptions placed on certain
specific items (as listed on the questionnaire).
The groups included in the sample (professors of methods courses,
student teachers, intern teachers, and cooperating teachers) are
judged to be from the same population and can be considered to be in
agreement on the values they place on the specific questionnaire items.
This agreement allows us to rank the thirty-five items contained on
the questionnaire. Each group included in the survey had its responses
to each category tallied. The initial ranking was created by ordering
%
the responses contained in Category #1 (of much value now and/or
later). An attempt to break all ties was made, when necessary, by
using Categories #2 (of some value now and/or later), // 3 (of little
value now and/or later)
,
and //4 (of no value now and/or later) . As
can be seen by referring to Table 6 (p. 78), some of the tallies for
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different items (within a group) were identical. It was not possible
to break certain of the ties. The tied items are contained within
brackets. These tied items are generally within the samples of
professors of methods courses and the student verification sample.
In only two cases among the student teachers, intern teachers, and
cooperating teachers did items tie for the same rank position.
The rankings of each group are shown on Table 8 (p . 86).
While the rank orders contain some tied items, a general
rank order has been created. Larger samples of the groups contained
in the survey would probably cause the ties to be broken. The ranking
that has been created is a good indication of the position from which
to proceed to refine the thirty-five questionnaire items.
When all gioups were combined, a composite rank order was
created (fable 9, p. 89). It contains no ties. The combined groups
of professors of methods courses, student teachers, intern teachers,
the student validation group, and cooperating teachers definitely do
create a ranking of the thirty-five questionnaire items. Hypothesis 4
is therefore rejected.
Comparisons of the Hypotheses
It is possible to compare the items labeled "before practice
teaching, during practice teaching, and after practice teaching" with
the rank orders created by the individual and combined groups.
Of the items judged best placed "before student teaching," all
were included within the top twenty-two items (77.1%) on the questionnaire.
These items (as listed below) deal with aspects of the teaching
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TABLE 9
COMPOSITE RANK ORDER (of questionnaire
CREATED BY ALL GROUPS COMBINED
1. #12 19. #28
2. #30 20. #9
3. #3 21. #35
4. #33 22. #24
5. #23 23. #13
6. #21 24. #6
7. #19 25. #18
8. #34 26. #29
9. #20 27. #14
10. #4 28. #16
11. #1 29. #7
12. #22 30. #26
13. #10 31. #25
14. #31 32. #17
15. #2 33. #27
16. #32 34. #11
17. #8 35. #15
items)
18. #5
90
profession that should be within the competencies of the practice
teacher before he enters or is proficient in the classroom.
1. Techniques of motivation
2. Knowledge of how students learn
24. Knowledge of and ability to use audio-visual aids, etc.
30. Knowledge of basic subject matter
33. Ability to communicate successfully
35. Knowledge of a variety of methodological approaches
Those items felt best placed during practice teaching were:
3.
Understanding students
5. Recognizing achievement
6. Rewarding achievement
10. Implementing a variety of approaches to the subject matter
12. Relating effectively to students
15. Businesslike following of teacher objectives
19. Stating instructions clearly and concisely
20. Maintaining self control
22. Discovering the basis of problems (not just their effects)
23. Acknowledging students as individuals
28. Rapport with other faculty
29. Rapport with administration
Of the above items, only //5, #6, and #15 fell below the
midpoint in the ranking sequence. It is clear that many items that
are judged best studied during student teaching still rank high in the
91
over all order created by the groups.
In comparing Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 with Hypothesis 4, it can
be stated that the items judged best placed "before" or "during
practice teaching" were included in the upper orders of the ranking.
This tends to substantiate further the initial judgments of the
hypotheses
.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The present study was concerned with determining if there is
substantial agreement among professors of methods courses, students of
methods courses, and cooperating teachers regarding the placement
of certain aspects of methods courses either before, during, or
after practice teaching.
A sample of each of the above groups was taken. A thirty-five item
questionnaire was used to gather the information. The data from
the samples were tabulated and correlated. Each group in the survey
was treated individually and as part of a composite group. Upon
interpretation of the data, it was found that:
1. There was substantial agreement on the part
of the aforementioned groups regarding items judged
best placed before student teaching. (Hypothesis
//1 was rejected.)
2. There was also agreeement about items judged
best placed during practice teaching. (Hypothesis
#2 was also rejected.)
3. No general agreement was shown regarding items
best placed after practice teaching. (Hypothesis
#3 was supported.)
Hypothesis //4 which questioned whether a rank order of the
thirty-five questionnaire items existed was also tested. It was found
that
:
1. Such a rank order does exist, and
2. There was agreement among the various
groups as to what this order was perceived to
be. (Hypothesis //4 was rejected.)
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It is difficult to determine exactly why these hypotheses were
accepted or rejected. The area of methods courses is an extremely
complex one. Not only is the subject material complex and highly
interrelated, but students, professors, and cooperating teachers are
also complex. Many variables exert pressures upon them. Some of these
variables are subtle while others are not. Each tends to play a part
in the judgments that individuals make in regard to questionnaire items.
Habit and preconception are among the most difficult of these variables
to control or measure. Questionnaire items are often answered in
relation to past experiences. Variables such as these must be
taken into account when interpreting data, as no questionnaire or
scale is capable of negating these variables.
In the evaluation of Hypothesis #1, the items included before
practice teaching by these groups were concerned with knowledge of
basic and related subject matter and some basic processes by which
ibis information could be presented to students. In analyzing the
data collected, a concern for these items evidenced itself. A
majority of all groups in the sample agreed on these items. Hypothesis
#1 was rejected. Agreement among the groups had shown that it was
fallacious
.
The items placed under the second category (during practice,
teaching ) that was tested by Hypothesis // 2 showed a concern with what might
be classified as secondary items. (Secondary in this case only means
following the concerns of subject-matter teaching and learning.) These
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items include many of the finer points of teaching, including
understanding students, acknowledging achievement, and other tasks
necessary to carrying out a successful operation in a classroom.
While the items included under the category entitled "before
student teaching" include items that might easily be studied
successfully without students being present, the items that categorized
themselves as best placed "during practice teaching" include items
that clearly call for interaction between students and teachers and
between other individuals taking part in the educational endeavor and the
teacher (e.g.
,
administrators and other faculty). These are items that
might be judged as requiring practice before a teacher can carry them out
easily and effectively. Again, as under Hypothesis 111
,
a number of
items were clearly placed under this category (during practice teaching )
by a majority of the groups sampled. This agreement caused Hypothesis 112
to be rejected.
Hypotnesis #3 was supported, because there were no items that were
placed in this category (after student teaching ) by a majority of the
groups involved. It is interesting to note that not a single item was
placed in this category by a majority of the groups, while a number of
items were placed in the other categories by these same groups.
Hypothesis #4, which was concerned with a rank order of the
questionnaire items, was also rejected. Each individual group that was
sampled created such an order as a group. This ordering of the items
did include some ties within some of the groups. However, when a
composite rank order was created by placing all of the groups together,
no ties existed. In comparing the various rank orders created, there
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is a Significant amount of agreement among all the groups. Thus,
Hypothesis #4 was rejected.
Conclusions
While some people believe that methodology might be best covered
while the practice teacher is in the field, or after his practice
teaching, a majority of the groups sampled do net agree. Methods
professors have long advocated some theory before the student embarks
upon his practice teaching. This study supports their position. The
support of both the student teachers and the intern teachers for the
professor’s position is especially significant. This study shows
evidence that the student teachers and the intern teachers feel that
methods courses should cover a number of items prior to practice
teaching. They also evidenced a desire to have a number of items
taught during their practice teaching experience.
In addition, the cooperating teachers did not show significant
disagreement with the professors of methods courses. This was not
anticipated. One generally expects to see a certain amount of
disagreement between what the professor in the methods course
perceives as important in the training of the prospective teacher and
what the cooperating teacher perceives as important to the same end.
The findings of this study indicate that there is little disagreement
between them.
The disagreement that evidenced itself between the cooperating
teachers and methods professors centered around items that are of
concern in particular or individual school systems (e.g.
,
record keeping,
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lesson plans, etc.). This is understandable, since the cooperating
teachers are in a situation in which such items are a part of the
daily teaching operation. On the other hand, methods professors
might view these as secondary tasks during practice teaching, and of
less importance than other items. Individual schools complete
such tasks in different ways, and it might be argued that it is not
necessary to learn these tasks during practice teaching, only to
have to learn another way of doing the same thing upon taking a teaching
position. Both views are understandable and defensible.
The agreement shown between the student teachers and the intern
teachers is also an interesting aspect of this study.
Since these two groups had differing experiences prior to and during
their practice teaching, it would be reasonable to expect them to differ
in their respective perceptions regarding the sequencing of the various
items of methodology. This difference did not evidence itself as had
been anticipated. This might be because of a number of reasons. One
might be that there is definite agreement between these two groups.
Whether by intern teacher or student teacher, the items of methodology
might be perceived in a similar way. Another possibility might be
preconceptions regarding student teaching held by intern teachers. In
spite of the fact that their experience was different from the
experience of the student teachers, the intern teachers might have
reacted similarly to the student teachers in spite of this experience.
It is possible that they reacted on the experience of practice teachers
in the past and have, for some reason, disregarded their own experience,
even though it was different. Their preconception of what the situation
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would be like proved to be true for them. They may have experienced only
what they expected to experience. It had been anticipated that the
student teachers would have placed more of the methodological items
before practice teaching and that the intern teachers would have placed
more of them during practice teaching, this placement would have
correlated with their experiences. However, this did not happen.
The data do not clearly indicate whether a majority of the methods
coursework should be placed before, during, or after practice teaching.
It does, however, indicate certain areas of methodology that should be
placed before, or during practice teaching (See Table 3, p. 64 and
Table 4, p. 66). The period after practice teaching remains, at this
point, an area about which the data offer no clear information. It is
an area of conjecture.
All of the groups included in the sample showed some inclination
to reorder the sequence of certain of the items of methodology. Of the
thirty-five items covered in the questionnaire, a majority of all groups
sampled agreed upon similar placement of seventeen (48.6%) of these items.
Ihis is significant agreement. It indicated a degree of agreement that
was not anticipated.
Another item of data that supports the above conclusions evidences
itself in the ranking of the items. A general agreement among the
groups was shown. This agreement was most obvious when the ranking
was created by combining all of the groups. The items fell into a
rank order without creating a single tie. A degree of ranking was
expected, but it was not anticipated that a complete ordering of the
items would exist. With a total of 235 individuals responding to the
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questionnaire, this rank order offers significant insight into the
perceptions of the groups included in the sample. One is caught up
by the numerous possibilities for additional research that might be
carried out as a result of this study.
Recommendations
Among the possible recommendations, one demands a primary
position. It is not known whether the intern teachers reacted from
habit and preconception in the placement of the methodological items on
the questionnaire, or whether their perceptions reflected their actual
beliefs. Foi this reason a carefully planned experimental study with
student teachers and intern teachers should be undertaken. In such a
study the practice teachers would learn in advance what the study was
investigating. They would know they were being tested to determine
their perceptions of the best sequencing of methodological items. It is
hoped that this would cause them to reflect upon their actual practice
teaching experience and be less apt to react unconsciously from habit
and/or preconception. Such a study would help determine the accuracy of
their initial perceptions. With such an experimental study, the practice
teachers would know the objectives of the study in advance and should be
in a better position to make accurate evaluations. Such an experimental
design could also evaluate the perceptions of intern teachers before
their practice teaching experience. If no significant changes evidenced
themselves before and after practice teaching, it might indicate that
the practice teaching experience was not having the anticipated results
and might need to be modified. Such a study should also allow the
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students to indicate any gaps that they perceived in their professional
training. This might lead to valuable insights into the area of teacher
education in general and into methodology specifically.
There are many other variables that could be examined. Other
methods of gathering the same type of information could be undertaken.
One such method might be completely open-ended, asking individuals to
list the items of methodology that they feel were important for a
prospective teacher to have who is just entering the teaching field.
They could then be asked to rank these items, or sort them into various
categories. In such a situation no limit would need to be placed on
the number of items on the list.
Another method of gathering such data might be to give the
respondent a list containing a great many methodological items. From
this list he could select, rank, and/or group a certain number of items,
all of the items, or as many items as he felt to be important. This
could be determined in advance by the design of the study itself.
The sample should be enlarged to include a greater population, both
in size and representation. It should include schools other than the
University of Massachusetts School of Education. It should also include
geographical areas other than western Massachusetts. A larger sample
would indicate if the results of this study tend to be confined to one
area or whether they can be generalized to include the broad area of
education
.
A longitudinal study of students preparing to be teachers might
produce additional data that would further our understanding of
methodology. Students who planned to major in education might be
identified during their freshman year. They could complete a
questionnaire several times during their college years, possibly once
semester. The changes, if any, that they underwent during their
teacher preparation sequence could be examined. Such a longitudinal
study might also be extended for a number of years into the school
systems in which these students were employed. Interviews might also
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be included in such studies.
The information gathered by this study suggests that methodology
might be better taught in a two or three part approach. The data clearly
indicate that some items were felt best studied before the practice
teaching experience and some during the practice teaching experience.
The items to be included in the time period following the practice
teaching experience remain undefined. It is possible, however, that
further study would furnish information that would allow us to make
conclusions and recommendations regarding this area. There might be
certain items that would be placed in this time period and might be
advantageously discussed in a follow-up course or seminar after practice
teaching. Further study is indicated before such a decision can be
made.
This study shows that there is sufficient agreement among the
groups sampled to indicate that an ongoing study of this area can
add to its further development. The data indicate, a lack of
communication among the various groups included in the sample.
Communication is probably most important between methods professors and
cooperating teachers. The lack of it, however, is probably at its
weakest between these two groups. As noted before, this is because of
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the demands for their time that their respective occupations place upon
them. It would be very profitable to teacher education if some way could
be found to increase the contact among the groups. In this way all
persons concerned could study and plan the sequencing that might be
most profitable for all concerned. The relationship of theory and
practice could be carefully studied and examined in the light of what
is taking place in the field, in the light of further investigations,
and also in the light of the feedback from the practice teachers. With
the resources and experience of such people, much could be done toward
further refining and improving educational methodology.
The insights received from programs involving tutorials, micro-
teaching, independent study, contract learning, etc. might be incorporated
in this refining process when and where applicable.
This study does not indicate that current practice in teacher
education is basically unsound. The changes that are indicated involve
the. placement in time (sequencing) of some of the items of methodology.
The items that did not clearly categorize themselves need to be
further studied. An attempt should be made to determine why these
items remain unclassified. This is important in the light of the fact
that they were placed in a definite position in the ranking sequence.
The complexity of this area of education is further indicated by
the questions raised by this study. Information was gathered from a
number of groups, and certain conclusions were drawn. As anticipated,
many of the questions relating to methodology remain unanswered. It
can only be anticipated that further studies will add to the. present
state of the field of methodology in the preparation of teachers.
APPENDIX
102
questionnaire
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Many educators, teachers, and students feel that many of the
following traits are an important component of successful teaching.
Some feel that the traits listed are needed before a student begins
the practice teaching process or after a person begins teaching
full time.
Please read the traits listed on the following pages and decide
if, in your own opinion, it is:
1. of much value now and/or later,
2. of some value now and/or later,
3. of little value now and/or later, or
4. of no value now and/or later.
("Now" refers to the period when practice teaching is done.
Later refers to any time after the period of practice teaching
is over.)
Then decide if it should be dealt with:
A. before practice teaching,
B. during practice teaching, or
C. after practice teaching.
Please place a check in the appropriate blank. The questionnaire
follows on the next page.
Thank you for your cooperation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE1.
Techniques of motivation
1 • of much value now and/or later
_2. of some value now and/or later
3- °f little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
_C. after practice teaching
2.
Knowledge of how students learn
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4 . of no value now and/or later
___
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
_C. after practice teaching
3.
Understanding students
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
4.
Adapting learning materials to students
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
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5. Recognizing achievement
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
6
. Rewarding achievement
7.
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
_3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
Designing clear, detailed outlines of material to be taught
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
8. Setting and evaluating goals
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
9.
Evaluating effectiveness of various methods of instruction
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of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
/
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
10. Implementing a variety of approaches to the subject matter
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
°f little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
11. Acquaintance with journals in the subject field
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
A.
__B.
C.
12. Relating
1.
2 .
3
.
4.
A.
_E.
C.
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
effectively to students
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
1 .
2
.
3.
4
A.
B.
C.
107
13. Delegating responsibility to students
1
.
2
.
3.
4.
_A.
B.
C.
14. Setting
1.
2
.
3.
4.
A.
B.
C.
15. Business-like following of teacher objectives
1
. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
Simplifying all routine and minor matters
1 . of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
teacher objectives for the instruction
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
process
17 . Placing learning activities first over items that can be
care of outside the classroom
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taken
^ • of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
3* °f little value now and/or later
^ • of oo value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B • during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
18.
Planning well in advance
1 • of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4 of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
_C. after practice teaching
19.
Stating instructions clearly and concisely
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
20.
Maintaining self-control
1. of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or -later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
109
21. Effective coping and/or dealing with discipline problems
1 .
2.
3.
4.
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A.
B.
C.
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
22. Discovering the basis of problems (not just their effects)
1
.
2.
3.
4.
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A.
B.
C.
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
23. Acknowledging students as individuals
1 .
2.
3.
4.
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A.
B.
C.
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
24. Knowledge of and ability to use audio-visual aids, etc.
1.
2.
3.
4.
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A.
B.
C.
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
25. Understanding and using research
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1 . of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B
. during practice teaching
c. after practice teaching
Effective use of test instruments
1 . of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
c. after practice teaching
Keeping records
1 . of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
Rapport with other faculty
1 . of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
29.
Rapport with administration
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1 • of much value now and/or later
^ • of some value now and/or later
°f little value now and/or later
4* of no value now and/or later
A
. before practice teaching
P' during practice teaching
after practice teaching
30.
Knowledge of basic subject matter
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A . before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
0. after practice teaching
31.
Knowledge of related subject matter
1- of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
32.
Knowledge of new instructional materials and projects
1. of much value now and/or later
2
. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4 . of no value now and/or later
A.
B.
C.
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
33.
Ability to communicate skillfully
f • of much value now and/or later
2
• of some value now and/or later
^ • of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
A, before practice teaching
B* during practice teaching
after practice teaching
34.
Maturity to support one's own beliefs and convictions
of much value now and/or later
of some value now and/or later
of little value now and/or later
of no value now and/or later
before practice teaching
during practice teaching
after practice teaching
35.
Knowledge of a variety of methodological approaches
1 • of much value now and/or later
2. of some value now and/or later
3. of little value now and/or later
4. of no value now and/or later
A. before practice teaching
B. during practice teaching
C. after practice teaching
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